Before the
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
Washington, D.C. 20554

In the Matter of

Access Charge Reform CC Docket No. 96-262

Reform of Access Charges Imposed by
Competitive Local Exchange Carriers

REPLY OF SPRINT CORPORATION

Sprint Corporation (“Sprint™) on behalf of its operating subsidiaries, hereby replies to the
oppositions filed by other parties to the petitions for reconsideration or clarification of the
Seventh Report and Order in the above-captioned rulemaking (FCC 01-146) released April 27,
2001.

In its own opposition, Sprint opposed the proposal of U.S. TelePacific to establish an
averaging mechanism to calculate ILEC rates in markets served by more than one ILEC;
opposed the petitions of Focal/US LEC and Time Warner Telecom (“TWTC”) and TDS
MetroCom regarding the rule that benchmark rates in new markets should immediately be set at
ILEC levels; and opposed the requests of the Minnesota CLEC Consortium and the Rural
Independent Competitive Alliance to expand the scope and increase the allowable rates for the
rural exemption, as well as the similar request of TDS MetroCom to establish separate
benchmark rates in small and medium urban markets. Although several parties filed comments
that support the petitions Sprint opposed, those parties did not raise any arguments that were not
fully responded to in Sprint’s opposition.

However, Sprint does wish to respond to the parties opposing the two clarifications

sought by Qwest: (1) that a CLEC, in calculating the comparable ILEC rate, may only include



the ILEC rates for those functions that the CLEC itself performs; and (2) that any statutory duty
of an IXC to provide service to end-users of a CLEC should be conditioned on the CLEC
providing timely and sufficient billing information to the IXCs so that the IXCs may bill traffic
sent to them by the CLEC;s customers.

The oppositions to Qwest’s first point reflect either a gross distortion or complete
misunderstanding of Qwest’s request. This is not an attempt, as Z-Tel (at 4) or Focal/US LEC
(at 6) claim, to force CLECs to have a rate structure that is identical to those of ILECs. Nor
would grant of Qwest’s requested clarification introduce undue complexity into the calculation
of the ILEC’s rate, as ASCENT argues (at 3-4). CLECs would remain free to employ whatever
rate structure they choose so long as the composite rate per minute for their rate elements does
not exceed the relevant comparable rate of the competing ILEC. All that Qwest seeks is a
clarification that the relevant composite rate of the competing ILEC would only include those
generic functions that the CLEC itself is performing (whether through the use of its own
equipment or through the use of unbundled network elements purchased from the ILEC) when it
furnishes access service to the IXC. The most likely concrete example is tandem switching. If
an IXC receives its traffic from a CLEC via an ILEC’s tandem switch, then there is no reason
why the IXC should pay the CLEC for a tandem switching function that in fact is performed
instead by the ILEC. It is simple enough to determine the ILEC’s charge for tandem switching
and exclude that charge from the sum of the ILEC’s switched access rate elements in computing
the benchmark to which the CLEC must be held.

The arguments against the other clarification sought by Qwest — that an IXC is not
obligated to serve a CLEC’s customer if the CLEC fails to provide it with adequate and timely
billing information — are equally specious. It would be patently unreasonable for the

Commission to force an IXC to accept traffic from a CLEC and pay access to that CLEC if the



CLEC fails to provide the IXC with sufficient information to enable the IXC to bill the CLEC’s
customer for the service that the IXC provides. The fact that the Commission has not explicitly
required CLECs to provide billing name and address (“BNA”) information to IXCs (see
ASCENT at 5) is irrelevant, since the Commission has never explicitly required IXCs to
purchase access services from CLECs (or, for that matter ILECs) that refuse to provide BNA.
ALTS’s suggestion (at 13), that the IXCs should be forced to accept traffic from CLECs that
refuse to provide BNA and resort to the complaint procedures under §208 for relief, ignores the
very real possibility that, given the precarious financial health of some CLECs, those CLECs
would be out of business before the IXC could prosecute its complaint and collect damages.
More fundamentally, the Commission can require carriers to interconnect with each other under
§201 only if it prescribes just and reasonable terms and conditions for the interconnection. It
would be patently unjust for the Commission to require IXCs to interconnect with CLECs under
terms that would fail to give all IXCs the information necessary to bill and collect for the traffic
that is delivered via the compulsory interconnection.

The Commission should grant Qwest’s petition and, for the reasons explained in Sprint’s

July 23 Opposition, deny the petitions for reconsideration of the other parties.

Respectfully submitted,
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing REPLY OF SPRINT CORPORATION
was sent by United States first-class mail, postage prepaid, on this the 7" day of August, 2001 to
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